REMARKS 

App [icant wishes to &ank Examiner Hoptcins for his time ami courtesy in conducting 
(he felepbonic intenriew on May 27, 2003. 

Clahns 1-3S origmally ponding in the sgypKcadon. Claims 13-15, and 26-35 
are rejected. Claims H2 arc otijectedto* Claims 16-25 are allowed. Claiias 1, 5^, 11, 15« 
26, 2g-33» and 35 have been ameDded. New claims 36^4 Imt been added Ciums 1-54 are 
now pending in the application. Favorable recofttsitferatton and allowance of diis ai^lication 
is respectfully requested in light of the following rcmarifls. 

I Claim Rejectfons Under 35 VJS.C §112 

Claim 26 (and hm/ecoire^oiultiig dependent chiins 27-32) were rq 
the limitation **die secondary fdter media*' lades antecedent basis. Appiicatu faas amended 
claim 26 to overcome this r^ection. 

II Suinmaiy of Telepbonic Interview 

Prior to addressing the individual claim re|ections over prior ait, Applicant will ftrEt 
provide a summary of the tel^honic interview of May 27, 2003. During the inlemew, 
AppUimt^ t2ie Exana/ner agreed thafnone of the ci^ed prior art teaches or suggests, ddier 
alone or in combination, the foilomng: I) a secondary filter having a jfiltec media that 
mctodes beads made of ^lica, ceramic, metal, glass, a diatemaceous earth, and zeolite; and 2) 
a primary f{it»' and a secondary fHterdisposed immediately down^ream of Uie }»imasy filt^, 
wherein the secondary filter has a filter media including beads. 

The Examiner further infomied Applicant during the iolerview that the Diachuk 
refer^ce discloses pellets, which are equated to beads as originally claimed in the present 
application. 

m. Claim Rejections Under 35 §102 

Claims 1, 2, 5, 6, 7, 13, 15. 26, 28, 29, and 33-35 are cgected under 35 USC 102 as 
being anticipated by at least one of the Diadiuk, More, and Roker ref^ences. 
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A. Indepeodent Claim 1 and Coiresponding Dependent Claims 

The Office Action rejects independent claim I as being anticipated by each of Moie» 
Diachuk, and Rohier. Claim I has been amended to recite fiiai tbe secondaiy filter includes 
beads selected from the group consisUng of silica, ceramic, metsd, glass, a diatomaceous 
earth, and zeolite. As discussed during the tele[Aonic intemw, none of the cited refcicaaces 
teadi or suggest this claim limitation. 

Acconlingly, AR>Hcant asserts thai ind^endent claim 1 and corresponding dependent 
daims 2-15 are dlowable over the dted prior ait. 

B. Iidependent Claim 26 and CoiTBgT?ondinRDependaitCIain^ 

The Office Acttoa rejects independeit claim 26 as being anticipated by each of More, 
Diachuk, and Rohicf . Claim 26 has been amended to recite the step of outputting the priraaiy 
airflow direcUy iiito a fflter media of the scccmdaiy filter tiai includes filtering beads, As 
discussed dmmg the telephonic tnteiview, none of the cited references teach oi suggest this 
claim limitation. 

Accordingly, Af^icM asserts that iodep^dent claim 26 and coire^pondiag 
dependent ctaims 27-32 are allowable over the dted prior ait. 

C. Independent Cfaim 33 and Conea?onding Dependent Claims 
The Office Action rgects independent claim 33 as bring antici 

DiachufcandRohrcr. Claim 33 has been amended to recitedthat the seoondaiy filter 
includes a bed of filtering beads that receives the once-filtered air from the primaiy filter and 
cnti^ airborne particles to output at least twice'^filtered air towards the outlet. This claim 
notably does not require that flie secondaiy filter be disposed immediately downstream of the 
primary filter. The claim does, however, require fliat the beads entrap airborne particles. 

Ai^Ucant Diachuk's pellets in filter unit Mamctgaseous coatamiaanfs and react 
mth tbe gasses by an oxidation process to neutralize the odors and contanunants (Col. 
lines 22*25, italics added for en9}hasis). Diachiik*s pellets dius do not entrap aiibome 
impurities. Fuithamoie, Diachuk teaches away from entraj^ing airborne particles with the 
disclosed peHets because, if the aiibome particles aie not removed prior to die air reaching 
filter 108, the airborne particles would coat the pellets and prevent the pellets from reacting 
with gaseous contaminants. 
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Accordingiy, Applicant asserts that claim 33 and corresponding dependent daim 34 
are allowable over ^ cited references. 

D. hdependent Claim 35 

The Office Action rejects indq)end«it claim 35 as being anticipated by Moore, 
Diachuk, and Rohrw. Claim 35 has been amended to recite that die second filter has a filter 
media includii« filter beads, and wherein air can pass from the first filter to the second fitter 
without passing thiough any other air filters. As discussed during the telephonic interview. 
AeonViefereocethatarguabtedisclosesfflterbeads is Diachuk. However; Diachuk 
discloses anoDier filter 103 iitoiX)sedbetwe«opiiaBiy filter 37 and lOS (that includes 
(hepellete). Accorfmgly, an- is incapAleofpassingfiom the primary filter 37 to fil^^ 108 
without first passing tbrough any other air filteis. None of the cited rcfisrences* alone or m 
cwnbination, teach or suggest this claim Innitation. 

Accoriingly, Applicant asserts that claim 35 is allowable over the cited piior art. 

IV. Claim 29 

Applicant notes feat claim 29 is deemed rejected on cover page of the Office 
Action. However, Applicant was unable to locate a substontive rejection of claim 29 in the 
Office Action. Claim 29 depends indirectly from claim 26, and recites that filtering beads are 
porous, and thad step (D) finther comprises the step of absorbing impunties fromfeeprimaiy 
airflow into the beads. As discussedalbwe, Diachnk's beads do act absorb impraitita from 
theairflow. MoreovBrJndq>eDdcntdaim 26 providessofficieiil basis forlhepateniability of 

dependent olaim 29. 

Acooidin^y, AppHcaiit asserts that claim 29 is allowable over the dted references. 

V. CbimRejectionB under 35 U&C. §103 

Claims 3, 4^ 14, and 27 are rejected as being unpalwdable ova fiohrer or Diachuk in 
viewofNcitzel. Claims 3, 4, and 14 depend Iromindqjendent claim 1 and are thus allowable 
over the cited references for at least the reasons stated above for claim 1. Claim 27 depends 
fiom mdcpendent claim 26 and is th\» allowable over the wted refeteaces for at lest the 
reasons st^ed above fbr claim 26. 
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Claims 7 and 30 are rejected as bwng unpatentable over Diachuk in view of Frazier, 
Claim 7 d^encis from independent claim I and is Ihus allowable over ftie cited refer^c^, 
Claim 30 depends from independent claim 26 and is thus allowable over the cited references. 

VL Allowable Subject Matter 

Applicant notes with appreciation the Examiner's indicalioii that cJainjs 9-12 contain 
allowable subject matter. ^Kcaint asserts that the allowability of independent claim I 
immdessuflSdcrt basis for theallowanccof claims 9-12. Fonaai allorwancc of claims 9-12 
is therefore respectMy requested 

Applicant also not^ Hith appmdalion the Examiner's indicalion that claims 31 and 
32 contain allowable subject matter. AppUcant asserts fhat the allowability of independent 
claim 26piovidessiiffidentba5isforthealIow3nccofdai^ Formal allowance 

of claims 31 and 32 is therefore Tcsptclfttlly requested. 

Applicant forther notes with appjecialion that claims 16-25 have been allowed. 

VIL NewQalms 

Applicant has added new claims 36-38 that depend from independent claim 1, and are 
thus allowable over the cited prior art. 

Applicant has also added new clauns 3942 fiiat dq^d &om independent claim 26, 
and are thus allowable over flie dted prior ait 

Applicant has siao added new claims 43-46 that correspond generally to origtoat 
dependent claims 9-12, which have been deemed to contain allowable subject matter* 
Independent claim 43 Mm &om claim 9, however^ in that the between tiiie filter 
entRViHithcrthanstore, the additional unpuritiestfaei^ Allowance ofclrims 43-46 is 
rcspectfolly requested. 

Applicant has fiirther added new claina 47-54 that depend from independent claim 
33, and are thus allowable over the cited prior ait 

VIU« Conclusion 

Applicant therefore respectfiilly asserts that all rqections and objections cited by the 
Examm^have been overcome. Accordingly, the application is in condition for allowance, 
and a Notice of Allowance is earnestly solicited 
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Hie CommissionBT b hxAy authorized to deduct the $426 fee inclu^ng a$342 fee 
for the ddMon of nineteea claims greater than twenty aad a $84 fee for the addition of ooe 
(I) md^endent dzm greater tfa^n three, ^ong with any othet fees wmg fiom this or any 
othercommunicatioa,fromdq>odtaccountNo-l7^^ The Examirver is iwHed to contact 
the undersigQed at the telqihone number gearing below if such would admce fte 
prosecution of this appHcation. 

Respectfully submitted, 
R^e A,Browndl,etaL 

By: 

AdamI.F<mw 

Reg, No. 46,707 
Attorney for Appticasit 
Quarte$ & Brady 

41 1 E. Wisconjan Avenue, Suite 2040 
MUwaukeeWI 53202-4497 
(414)277-5405 

MKB\54I7200^ 



